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Background

The National Security threats that we face today and, in turn, the National Security
requirements, are more diverse and complex than they were during the Cold War from
1945-1990. During that period, and bolstered by the experiences of World Wars I and II,
US National Security policy was focused on the stabilization of post WW II country
boundaries and containment of the Soviet block and China. The result was the bipolar
world in which the nuclear and conventional forces of the United States, the Soviet
Union, and their respective allies ensured a measure of political stability through a
military stalemate of world wide proportions. The practical result was that large scale
changes in national borders were unlikely, but internal conflict within countries, and local
conflicts between neighboring countries could still occur, albeit with participation from
one or both of the Superpower camps. US National Security Policy was designed
primarily for stabilization of the bipolar world on the military front and for competition
with the Soviet Union and China on economic and political fronts.

Today’s Threats

The collapse of the Soviet Union changed the global picture. The bipolar world and its
military stalemate appear to be gone for the moment and the threat which was the
foundation for US National Security policy has changed significantly. Some will argue
that China has intentions of replacing the Soviet Union as a military superpower and thus
recreate the bipolar world. Furthermore, Russia still has significant nuclear forces and
has recently talked of lowering the nuclear threshold in an apparent attempt to make up
for its weakened conventional forces. Clearly the threat of large scale nuclear war is

much reduced, but not gone entirely.

Having acknowledged the Chinese and Russian threats, what does the global picture look
like today? The boundaries of most countries are secure but there are significant

frictions, that have, or could lead, to armed conflict. Most of these are today’s
manifestations of long standing problems with no easy solution in sight. It can be argued
that most local conflicts will be of no direct threat to US interests. However there are
situations where local conflict can have significant international impact if left unchecked.
For example localized conflict in the Middle East could affect oil supplies world wide,
open conflict between China and Taiwan could draw in Japan and the United States,
India and Pakistan have armed conflict over Kashmir threatening a nuclear exchange, and



North Korea continues to be a concern with its long range missile and nuclear and CBW
development programs.

There is also the problem of state sponsored or sanctioned terrorism against the US and
its allies. As with Korea, a number of countries have been identified as having had, or
still having, active chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons programs along with
strategic missile programs that would enable them to deliver warheads to the US
mainland or similarly threaten US allies. Furthermore the problem of the clandestine
delivery of a weapon of mass destruction designed to target US civilian population
centers is very real. Such threats designed to deter US policy initiatives abroad, have
been termed “asymmetric” warfare and appear to be an emerging capability in a number
of countries.

The Response

One of the major problems facing National Security policy makers is that some the threat
scenarios discussed above are long standing remnants of the cold war and require
continued attention. Others are more amorphous in their nature, such as the WMD
terrorist threat, and can and probably will change on time scales that are short compared
to a decade. The threats against which we are attempting to defend ourselves are ill
defined in detail and are not static in time. Therefore the important question to address
becomes: what National Security policy initiatives can be implemented that will span the
spectrum of threats we are likely to face in the future? I suggest that there are five
elements within a US National Security Program that would enable the US to prepare for,
deter and respond to those threats. These are broad elements, whose detail will depend
on the probable long and near term threats, but which are flexible enough to respond to
the breadth of what we are likely to face. They are as follows.

1. Be Second to None in Nuclear Weapons: As long as nuclear weapons exist the
US must be capable of deterring nuclear weapon intimidation. Being “second to none” is
a relative term and can be the case whether we have 5000 weapons or 500 weapons. It
depends on the nuclear weapon capability of our adversaries. So continuing to negotiate
treaties that downsize the relative sizes of the US and Russian stockpiles with due regard
to other nuclear forces worldwide may be acceptable.

Being a leader in any subject means that you must know more about that subject
than your competitors and be capable of “meeting and beating” the competition if
challenged. Therefore the US must maintain a nuclear weapons readiness program that
will ensure that we could appropriately respond to any attempt by another country to
design, test, manufacture and deploy nuclear weapons that would enable them to gain a
real or perceived advantage over the US.

2. Make the World More Transparent: Avoiding surprise is one of the keys
to successful deterrence. To prepare for eventualities that may threaten US interests
requires preparation and forewarning. The US must have a superior intelligence and
analysis capability. This means that to the maximum extent possible, we can “monitor”
those who would threaten the US and its Allies. This will involve all of the traditional



forms of intelligence gathering and the ability to monitor the internet. Many terrorist
organizations are dispersed and use the internet and other modern communication
technologies as the “tie that binds”. To the extent that we are forewarned of the
intentions of our adversaries we can prepare and respond accordingly.

3. Precision Force Projection: The ability to strike when necessary with
sufficient force and precision to accomplish a goal and to do so with minimum
casualties and collateral damage is the requirement. This force projection may range in
size from major a tactical initiative such as in Kuwait to small efforts involving only a
few assets. Force projection does not necessarily have to be physical force. Disruption of
communications, command and control is also part of the equation. Therefore
“Information Superiority” in both an offensive(control theirs) and defensive(protect
ours) becomes a new element of force projection.

4. Home Land Defense: There are a range of possible defenses that the US
can develop and deploy based upon the threat and political will. These range from
national missile defense, to preparation of the civilian medical infrastructure to deal with
a clandestinely delivered biological weapon, to a disruption of food, water and energy
sources. For example in the case of a clandestine biological attack, local hospitals would
likely be the first to diagnose a disease outbreak and would need to be reinforced to deal
with the situation.

.5, Cooperative Threat Reduction: = Measures that increase confidence and trust
between two real or potential adversaries and therefore eliminate threats are important.
Examples of threat reduction initiatives between the nuclear super powers are the UGT
treaty protocols, START II, the downsizing of special nuclear materials stockpiles, and
the Nuclear Cities Initiative. Cooperative efforts such as the IAEA and International
export controls on militarily important technologies are good example of cooperative
threat reduction on the International scale.

It is clear that many important details need to be added to the above. In particular the
details of Response are in large part dictated by the details of the probable threats.
Therefore understanding the threats we face is important. For example the US has a great
deal of understanding about the nuclear threat whether it be strategic, tactical or terrorist.
And appropriate safeguards are in place and more may be needed depending on one’s
beliefs about the threat. However our understanding of the biological weapon threat and
how to respond to it is much less complete. Much more research on that subject is
needed because it is easy to imagine horrific bio-terrorist events which seem plausible,
but which may be more difficult to execute than would seem at first blush. To the
contrary, perhaps some scenarios are as bad as they appear. More analysis of the threat
needs to be undertaken before the US can plan a balanced and intelligent response.
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